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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

This communication is responsive to the amendment filed 10/06/2006. 

Claims 1-4, 6-8, 32, 35, and 41 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 32, 35, 
and 41 are independent claims. In the amendment filed 10/06/2006, claims 1, 32, 35, 
and 41 were amended. This action is made Non-Final. 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code riot included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 

USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 

obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating 
obviousness or nonobviousness. 
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Claims 1-4, 6-8, 32, 35, and 41 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Perala (US 5917472) in view of Kirk et al. (US 6175842) further in 
view of Yoshino et al. (US 5548304). 

In regards to claim 1, Perala teaches a display control apparatus for controlling 
display of information comprising: display control means for displaying linking 
information, that is linked to content information (Column 4, Line 31), and displaying a 
plurality of cursors operating on one or more display devices (Column 4, Line 34-42); 
wherein each cursor has a predetermined priority value which can be varied at a 
subsequent use ("With regard to the transfer of control, there are a number of 
possibilities of when this can be achieved. For example, the Host User mouse may get 
control immediately when it is moved, whereas the Guest User mouse may get control 
either after the Host User mouse has not been used for a specified time (time delay) or 
when the Host User has transferred control to the Guest User, for example by a hot 
key or selecting a specific icon or menu item on the display." Column 3, Line 41 ). 
Perala does not teach an apparatus comprising selecting means for selecting at least a 
portion of said content information as a function of a corresponding designation by at 
least two of said plurality of cursors wherein said selection of content information is 
determined by a decision; an acquisition means for acquiring said selected content 
information as a function of the at least two cursors. Kirk teaches, " Yef another 
advantageous group feature of the present invention is that group followers can 
collaboratively decide where to proceed next (which hypertext file to request next) by 
voting. A follower or the leader proposes a list of next hypertext files or links to select, 
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and each follower votes on which to select In one embodiment, each follower selects 
a single file or link." Column 1 1 , Line 14). It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify Perala with the teachings 
of Kirk and include a method of selection and decision making based on multiple 
responses with the motivation to provide the users with a convenient method of 
deciding what subsequent actions should be taken. 

Perala and Kirk do not teach a decision weighted with said priority value of said 
cursor and wherein each cursor changes to a different shape or color before each 
cursor's position is established on said linking information. Yoshina teaches, 
"Conflicting requests for cursor control of displaying are resolved by priority. The 
cursors can reflect attributes of their control or those of their control units, with visual 
attributes being color, shape or the like. Priority may be established between each 
cursor and a range of areas acceptable for cursor movement subdivided from the 
screen, or according to a priority of allowable functions, or according to a priority of 
conflicting operating times, or a combination of the same. Simultaneous control of a 
plurality of cursors can be permitted when there is no conflict." Abstract. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to modify 
Perala and Kirk with the teachings of Yoshina and include a method to prioritize the 
cursors and provide them with different shape or color with the motivation to allow the 
user to more easily distinguish each cursor before selection. 
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As per claim 2, which is dependent on claim 1, Perala teaches that the display 
control means displays said selected content information on said display device (column 
2, lines 33-57, i.e. - clicking on information to acquire information). 

As per claim 3, which is dependent on claim 1 , Perala teaches operation means 
adapted to generate operation signals to operate each of the plurality of cursors 
(column 1-2, lines 63-5), wherein said display control means displays, on said display 
device, each of the plurality of cursors, as a function of said operation signals (column 
2, lines 33-57). 

As per claim 4, which is dependent on claim 1 , Perala teaches that the display 
control means is adapted to uniquely display each of said plurality of cursors (column 2, 
lines 45-48). 

As per claim 6, which is dependent on claim 1 , Perala does not teach a display 
controller apparatus wherein said linking information is described using a language for a 
predetermined image. Kirk teaches, " Yet another advantageous group feature of the 
present invention is that group followers can collaboratively decide where to proceed 
next (which hypertext file to request next) by voting. A follower or the leader proposes a 
list of next hypertext files or links to select and each follower votes on which to select. 
In one embodiment, each follower selects a single file or link" Column 1 1 , Line 1 4). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
modify Perala with the teachings of Kirk and include a method of decision making based 
on multiple responses with the motivation to provide the users with a convenient method 
of deciding what subsequent actions should be taken. 
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As per claim 7, which is dependent on claim 1 , Perala teaches that the 
acquisition means acquires additional information from a network (column 4, lines 31- 
33, i.e. - a network application acquires remote information). 

As per claim 8, which is dependent on claim 1 , Perala teaches that the 
acquisition means is a browser (column 4, lines 31-33, i.e. - a browser is a network 
application). 

Claims 32 and 35 are similar in scope to claim 1 and are therefore rejected under 
similar rationale. 

Claim 41 is similar in scope to claim 1 , and is therefore rejected under similar 
rationale. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-4, 6-8, 32, 35, and 41 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Inquiry 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Boris Pesin whose telephone number is (571) 272-4070. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday except every other Friday. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kristine Kincaid can be reached on (571) 272-4063. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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KRISTINE KTOAJD 

Rp SUPERVISORY PATENT EXAMINER 

TECHNOLOGY GE^TEa 21 03 



